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SUBJECT: Reviev of Tenneco's Revised Plan of
for Goldstrike Mlne

I have made an inltlal review of Tenneco's revlsed plan of operatlon (PA0) and
the revised EA prepared by JBR consultants. It is my recommendation that
neither document meets the appropriate regulatory standards. Specifically
sections 3809.1-5(c) 5 and 3809.1-3(d) and the National Environmental Policy
Act Handbook H 1790-l Chapter IV(B)(2)(a). The rationale for my conclusions
ls provided beloy:

Plan of Operations

l. There ls no mention of the causes of several recent "spills" of
hazardous materlals nor any correctlve actions to be taken under the
revi sed P00.

2. No mention is made of the stock piling of slash as directed in our
letter of March 29, 1989.

3. No mention is made of the coverage of ditches containing cyanide
solutlon. Letter from D. Llayne Hadberg, UDOG&l.l dated 6/6/1990.

4. I am unable to tell which pits vill be excavated beloy the statlc
vater table.

5. The P00 contains no mention of the water pipeline currently
authorized as a modificatlon to the original P00 approved on 7128188.



6. No mention is made of the communlcation site used in current
operatl ons .

7. No mentlon ls made of the resolqtlon of the slippage problem presented
by the east vall of the Padre Pll- l.tv 'r: t '"unr F!'ta')

8. The revised plan directs tater floy and leach pad dralnage dorn
natural channels avoiding the east sediment pond.

9. The plan vould place a heap leach pond vithln a natural drainage.

- /rtttt fat 3)l 'to7tc /' 7r'a'tI 7r(/'t't4At/ov

/o. The 1988 P00 maps lndlcate that the Padre Plt rould hold vater' Hov

ian lre pit be eni'ilgeo iiitout tncreaslng the surface vater exposure?

//r, t{lll the pits be lover than the statlc rater table as ldentlfled ln
- 

the ground water testlng program.

/?t. The P00 lacks a reference to the hazardous materlal permit' hlho
''issued it? llhat are the restrictlons. (BLl'l Manual)

D+. A safety concern. is generated.by the statement on Pg: 34 that pit
'- riop.t-rtii-Ue '"iiuUil ioi tt'e tifi of the operatlon,,(2 years), and for

io*b ttme atterraii.i Leaving unstable highxalls vould seem improper'

/1r.. .The plan as proposed would place contamlnated materlal 1n a natural

dral nage

/g f. llhy rould it be best to bury used culverts ln the ptt? (pg' 33)

tl fi. The sedlment pond that currently.provi.des the bulk-of the sediment

'L {rot"iiion-rs roclilo on-private tairoi. }lhat assurance ls there lt rtll
be left ln Place?

11 . Nhv cannot reclamation be continuous vith operatlons when rater is
iiiiriili.'ioi-ie.iirifi6n. Thls actlon would provlde a test of the

anticlpated revegetative success.

l. Cannot construction schedules be adJusted to fill all but one plt?

2. No mention ls made of the rvater plpel|ne uhlch ls a part of the

orlginal plan of oPerations.

3. Hor vill the facllitles to control waterflov and sediment be

maintained and bY whom?



Envl ronmental Assessment

Although not obligated to do so, Tenneco hlred a contractor (JBR) to prepare
an EA on the revised plan. the document yas revlered and found to be
lnadequate for our purposes. Thus jt ls nov our responsiblllty to elther
prepare our own supplement or convince Tenneco to revise the envlronmental
document.

The EA baslcally rubber stamps Tenneco's proposed operation. It falls to
provide the lndependent evaluation necessary to determine if vhat ls betng
proposed causes unreasonable or unnecessary damage to public lands.

Speci fi cal ly:

l. It falls to address alternatives to utilizing the natural dralnage ln
Quall Canyon for a heap leach pad.

2. It assumes that the steep slopes up to 33.7 degrees can be
successfully revegetated. (In light of the fact that only 6 inches of top
soil 1s available yith a rainfalI of 12 inches per year, such an
assumption appears Improper). Our experience suggests that a slope
ration of 3 to I is normally necessary for successful revegetation.

3. If fajls to determlne if the proposed sediment control structures are
adequate to prevent sediment from reachlng the east fork of the Beaver Dam
l,las h .

4. It fails to determine if Jlppf.f
spi nedace habi tat. C r 0lL ^{L' 16

cyanidq runoff poses
lut\rLrl

a danger to the

5. l.lethods to isolate the heap leach pads from surface and underground
flor should be examined.

6. It fails to mitigate the publlc health hazard posed by
high uall and the reported instabillty of the east yall of

7. The ground water discussjon should be tled to the test
in the P00.

the 320 ft.
the Padre Pit.

drtlllng report

8. The malntenance of the ditches, silt fences, and sediment dam for the
next l0 years should be addressed.

9. Informatlon on the proposed dam ls not ln sufficlent detall to reach
the concluslon that it would " permanently hold xater."

10. All disturbance should be reclalmed.

ll. l{hat is the likelihood of a heavy metals problem?

12. Information on monitoring rlells is not provided.



Eondl ng

UnderthenevbondlngpollcyestablishedbytheDirector(8/19/90),reareto
requlre a 1001 uono lol-opiitiiJti 'ilirzi'ng-iytt19t^19t-lll,ltndt 

effected bv

th,ls toxic material.'"irr.6toin;'i;.th. nevs-reiease the-maxlmum bond that can

be requlred is s2,oo0 ;;;';;;;"ot ln-renneio;; ;;'i $440'000' unfortunatelv

our orrn reclamatton irlir.ilr-oi l1.go.p.i-itnear ft. of road and 8'000 acre

(oersonar corununrcati;;;"';iin iroit xarbtri oi lerisiorn 0.0.) far exceed the
.limits set forth rn ir'."oiiict6i;i-polriv'siit;;.i: A $1,760'000 bond would

be needed to insure;;;q;;i;-;;ctimition-of the slte'

Can ve require a bond larger than the $2'OO0 per acre?

Recommendati ons

Baslcally rhat I expected to see vas:

A. corrective activities to reso'l ve the 'spil ls'-
ii: in opeiationii proceoure that ends up wittr only one unreclalmed plt

3: il"ll:l';:il:'i"::t:l'ff llt:,l":llffl;.olltn,n, natura, nor d,,s! { o i
dffi around such areas
e. in-onqoing ieita;ation process. utl!lzlng.the optlon of lrrlgatlon.
F. efforis mide to lnsure tne tndetinite malntenance of any necessary

ditch and debris baslns
c.'jerLinq E'" of the best subsoil as a top soil.additive
H. Go-rETpreading of top soil on slopes greater than 3/l

'--.- fu hft[

2. Agree rith Co.
lmpractl cal .

that mitigation measure 2(c) should be deleted as
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